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This research project evaluates one schbol district's approach

to identify, dwagnose, and remediate k1ndergarten chlldren with learning

'dlsab111t1es. The chief concern of the inves tlgators was to determine

whether or not this attempt at early intervension is working. The
investigators studied the différenceé over a three-year period in the
reading and mathematics achievement tést scOres of tﬁose kindergaftén
chlldren 1dent1f1ed as hav1ng . learning disability requiring placement
in.a special one-year program from those of kindergarten children
remaining in reguler classrooms. . The data for this study included
grade equivalent scores earned on standardized ‘third-grade achlevement'
tests of the 150 students 1nv01ved in this investigation. A4 t—test

for independent samples was employed in the statistical analygls

of the data. The date analysis showed the reading and mathematics
scores of the children identified as having a learning disability

are significantly different from those scores obtained by the control-

group children. Referr1ng to the mean reading and mathematics scores,

it can be stated that the children identified as having a learnlng
disability scored significantly lower than the control—-group children
in reading and mathematics achlevement.‘“Based on the resulte of

this study, the 1nveot1gators must conclude that this attempt at early
intervention doc not provide children W1th possible learnlng problems
2 better chance et successful school hchlevemcnt i later school

years. L : .



INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM
In 1969, a school community‘implémented an experimental learning
i-disabilities kindergarten program entitled, "Complete Communicatidn
‘Davelopﬁent Program."” The intent of this’program.was téf"eliminate

flearning disabilities on the kindergarten level"‘(Co@g}éte‘communication

| Development Program, 1969, p. 10). Since the beginﬁing of the program,
there has been no analysis of the available data to evaluate the |

effectiveness of this learning disabilities program.

Nature of the Problem

A great deal of time; energy and funds.have been,spgnt on the
Complete Communicatidn Development Pfogram (CCDP) since its implementation
in-1969._ The aim of the program is to provide kindergarfeh children
-with learning disabilities opportunity to alleviaté,thoée defiCits
which might hinder ad justment and learning thrdughout their "school
years. |

Those who have been involved with the program are now asking
questions relating to the achievement of the progran's objectiﬁeé.
Parents and teachers have expressed satisfaction with haying participated
‘in the program, however, there isvno e&idence to indicafe whether

" or not participation in the.learging disabilitioé kindergarten program
affects the participants;'adjuétment ahd learning iﬁ iater school

years.




Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this sthdy was to determlne whether ‘the CCDP
has been successful in prov1d1ng k1ndergarten chlldren with learnlng
dlsab111t1es a better chance at successful. school achievement 1nA 
_‘later yeafs.' ;n.fhis study the academic péfformance of those children
Awho.pg;ticipated in the learning disabilities kindergarten was
comﬁared,with that of children who wére in regular oléssroomé. The
| criteridn variables with which this ihvestigation was conéerned

were reading and mathematics achievement.

The null hypotheses which were tested ares

-

1. At the third-grade level, reading achievemgnt
‘.scores of.CCDP,children érg nof significantly o
different from those of children in the control
:r éféup.' .
2. At the third-grade level, the mathematics
achievement scorééJof CCDP children are ndt
significantly different from those of chiidren'

in the control group. . _ - S

' Definition of Terms

The theorefical and operational definitions of key terms used X

in this study were taken directly from the CCDP manual (Complete

Communicat1on Develqpment Prqgram, 1969) developed in the school

distr;ct ;nvolved. The following terms were used in thls study-

'
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3.

. ch11d w1th learnlng d1sab111t1es hass

~t ’ 3

Complete Gommunication Development Program (CCDP).

A progrém established by a school district "in

order to eliminate /sic/ learning disabilities

on the kindergarten level" (Complete Communication

Development Program, 1969, p. 10).

Learning ﬁisabilities. Refers to one.- or more

'signifigént deficits in the essepfial learning
processes that require special education teéhniques

for-its remed1at10n (Lerner, 1971, p. 299)

B

e o« « an IQ of 80 or above and exhibits
a disorder in one or more of the
basic psychological processes
involved in understanding or .in
using spoken or written language. '
These [%}obesse§7 may be manifested
in disorders of listening, thinking,
readidg, writing, spelling, or ,
arithmetic. They include conditions
which have been referred to &s
perceptual handicaps, brain injury,
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia,
developmental aphasia, etc. They
do not include learning problems
which are due primarily to visual,
hearing, or motor handicaps, to
mental retardation, emotional’

* disturbances or to envirommental
disadvantage (Complete Communication
Development Program, 969, p. 10).

Readigg,Achievement. - The demonstrated.understanding

of printed language ranging in length from single

. ‘g o
words to paragraphs of several sentences and

involving levels of.cbmprehension varying from simple

recognition to the meking of inferences from several

‘related sentences.  This variable was measured by the

P
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' Sténford Achievément ‘Test, Primary II Battery, Form

=i’ 1965 Bdition and the Primary Level III, Form 4,

5.

7.

1972 Revision.

Mathematics Achievement. . The demonstrated understanding

of place value, operational terms, measurement, fractions

- and the interrelainnship of addition and multiplication and

their inverses, subtraction and division. This variable

was measured by the Stanford Achievement Test; Primary II

~ Battery, Form Y, 1965 Edition and the Primary Level 111,

Form A, 1972 Revision.

Project Staff. A team of professionals organized to operate

‘the CCDP. The staff included the following members:

assistant superintendent, visual-motor therapist,

motor facilitation therapist, auditofy—vocal'therapist,
social wbpker, two psychologists, two school nurses, and
an'Optometrist.

Screening Procedure. The initial phase of the

program designed and operated by the project staff

to locate épd,identify children who may have possible

» 1earning problems, The.testing instruments used were:

" pure tone audiometric hearing test (Beltore audiometer),

visuzl test (Titmus vision machine), a medical ocular

'gkills évaluatipn, Ammons and Ammons Quick Test,

Bryngelson'ﬂrtiCﬁlation Test, Kephert?!s Motor Skill Survey,

Karianne Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception.

Diagnostic Procedure. The succeeding phase of the

0.
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T . o | progran des1gned by the project staff to dlagnose mental, °
perceptual, and/or cognitive factors through the use of
| tests on those children who indicate possible learnlng
- .problems in the soreehing procedures. The follow1ng
‘diagnostic measures were usede Qt;s-Lennon Intelligence
Test, IllinoislTest of Psgysholinguistic Abilities,
Hepﬁeﬁ's Sound Discrimination Test, and Vinelend Social
Maturity Scaie.
| Assumptions |
A prinary assunption of this study was that the educational
. env1ronment was a critical varlable in the shaplng of cognitive
and affectlve growth Therefore, the type of educatlonal environment
~ and the nature of the chlld's experlences w1thin it would have been
highly influential in determining the quallty and level of his
- development. | _ .. \ |
Another assumptron of this sthdy wasbthet a11~tests wero.»
properly administered aqd scored as weli as being reliable and T
va11d 1nstruments. It was also agsumed that each ohild inVOlVéaa
in the learning dlsabllitles klndergarten was accurately identified . .
as having a learnlng disability.
L1m1tatlons K -
The following limitations were 1nherent in this investigations
1, In des;gn this study vwas an ex ELft facto experlhent.
The 1nvestlgetor did not -have direct control of the
'independent veriables due to ihe fact thet their
manifestations hed already occurred,(Korlinger, 1973, p-‘379).

7




2.
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6.
'?he'learning disegilities semple (Group 15 was
ﬁiased invthat the investigator selected.only

those kindergarten children who were identified

2s having learning disabilities and were present

i the school district for the four-yéar period

(1969-1972) which extended from kindergerten through -

third grade. The control sampie'(Group.li) was

also biased in that su%jects were randomly

\

oeleeted from those children who ehtered

!

k1ndergarten and remalned in the school dlstrlct

‘for the four—year perlod (1969—1972) which

extended from k1ndergarten through thlrd grade.

ThlS study was conce*ned w:th only one suburban

.;school d1str10t.

Language development was . not assessed in the

screen1ng proccdures.- The screen;ng measures (pure

o

" tone aud1ometr1c hear1ng test, visual test medlcal

.5.

. ocul r gkills evaluat1on, Ammons and Ammons Quick Test,

Bryngelson Art10u1at1on Test Kephart's Motor Skill Survey,

and the Murlanne Frostlg Deve10pmenta1 Test of Vlsual

- Perception) were heavily biased in the area of viswnal-

mocor development.
At.the time of thisfwriting the definition of learning
dlsab1l1t1es used by this school d1strlct ‘is

not in general agreement with the def1n1t1ons used

by most professional personnel in the field of

3
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" learning disabilities. - The school district in
“this investigation'inc&uded a quaﬁtitative limit (80 1¢Y .
for 1nte11ectua1 capac1ty in its def1n1t1on. The
def1n1t1on proposed by the National Adesory Conm1ttee
© of Handicapped Ch11dren of the U.S. Office of
... Bducation (1968) does not include any such demarcationss
and, for their purprses, Johnson and Myklebust (1967)
considered an I3 of 90 or z2bove %o be an adequate
quantitative limit.
6. The sample in this study may have consisted of
false positives (i.e., children who failed the
screening tests who had no evidence of a learning
digability) of false negatives (i.e., children who
passed the screening tests wholhaﬁ 2 learning -
disability). No allowances were made in the program
for cither of these possibilities.
7. ALnother varizble that might have affected the sample '~
is maturational lag. |
Proporents of the maturat1ona1-1ag
viewpoint hypothesize that children
vwith learning disorders are not so
different from children without them.
- It is more a matter of timing than
an actual difference in abilities.
They assume a temporary developmental
lag in the maturaticn of ceriain
" skills and ab111t1es (Lerner, 1971,
p. 240). ; S

8. This study was limited to reading and mathematics

achicvement in the third grade.
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9. . This study was limited to reading achievement s
indicated by a composité score_éf the following
- ~+« subtests: reading comprehension, word study
skills, word meaning, and paragraph meaning.
'-IQﬁ This study was limited to mathematics &okicvement
aé indicated by a composiﬁe score of tha following
.subtestsz methematics conceﬁfs,.méthematics
computztion, énd mathematics applications.

Importance of the Study

/.’-.
The U,S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare has

pointed out that a great deal of eiperimentation and research still
remains -to be done, particularly lqngitudinal studies, with respect
to the future effepts,of the difgerent kinds of programs.and their
relat;onships. tc lé¥er accomﬁlishments (Gore & Xoury, 1964, p. 4)..
| Since children who hed participated_invthe 1earning aisabiliéies

kiﬁdergarten (CCD?) entered the first grade along with thldrEn
who hgd not participated.in the learhing disaﬁilities kindefgartén,,
it was possible th;nugh a2 program of-testing to acquire informgtion

< to ascertain whether or not the CCDP was effective with children
who vere identifiéd asiha&ing deficits which might have hindered
;adjustment énd-learni;g in their school careers. The following
feéea%ch was undertaken to &efér%iné whethgr,one iearning disabilities
kindéfgarten program was suOCeséful in providing qhildren with

” 1earning disebilities a better chance at successful school achievement.

by




REVIEW TF m:LATED LITERATURE

Professionai literetuge indicates the vital importahée of early
ohildhood'yéarS'and their critical effect oﬁ the child's later
development (Hariﬁg.& Ridgway, 19673 Jens;l1970; Project Child,
1§72;‘ Project Genesis, 19683 Rubin & Balow, 1971).. Bloom (1964)
confirms the imporfance of early childhood progfams. His research
demonstrates that f;; typical child attains approximately 50 per
cent of his/her nltimate inteileétual ability by the age of four.
Another 30 pqrtcent iﬁcréase in intellectual ability is believed
to- be attained betw:;ﬁ the ages of four and eight.

While the most strategic age for i#terven%ion has not been”
concluslvely detern1§324,jhepe—seems‘f’ ‘be agféemeqt that the earlier
the handlcapned Chlld is identified and nroﬁ{ded with'a remedial

ogram, the better the chances are for gctﬁalizing the pﬁtentiai'
(Karnes, 1973, p. 63) . "Special education experts belleve that
more than 50 per cent of handlcapped children ca:!have thelr condition
allev1ated if medical’ and special educatlpn services can be provided
. during the earlieét formative period wﬁeﬁ'childfen are most responsive
t$ treatment” (Project Child, 1972,“p. 65).
The need for early 1den 1flcat10n of children Wwith learning

problems has rcceived suﬁport in medical, psycholog1cu1, and educational

literature (Caldwell, 1973; deHirsch, Jansky, & Langford, 1966;

S
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Kave;, Kendall, & Crichton, 19743 Karnes, 1973; Keogh & Becker,
1973). Early identification is not only needed tut in some lst.a-tes
if is now mandatory to scresn all kinderéarten entrants in order
to identify the high-risk children (Badian & Serwer, 1975, p.-283).
Ia 1975, President Foz;d signed Fublic Law 94-142 (Stow'ell,' 1976).
Aecording %e‘this law, by September, 1978, :'ree public education
will be provided for ail han&icapped children from ages fhree to_.
eighteen. This law mandates that each state is respfusible'for
specie;'edﬁcatien iﬁ both regalar claseef and in'resideﬁtial settings.

In Illigois, House Bills 322 and 323 were passed in 1971. 1In
House Bill 322 children with learning disabilities are recognized
as a seperate classification in'special education eligible for
services. In thie.bill it is stated that children with learning
disabilities are to be aecepfed into school programs at the age of
three. The 1ntent1on of House Bill 323 1s to prov:de Spe01al education
services to an ide..tifiable group of handicapped children between

the ages of three and five who are ‘not served in publlc gchools.

These bills became law July 1, 1972 (Barly Childhood<l§terVent10n

~in Illinois, 1974 p. 2). . —

4 -Research on early 1dent1f10at1on generally dates back to the :
middle sixties when the feaeral government made funds ava11ab1e to
initiatehearly intervention p programs (Karnes, 1973, pe 48). 1In
Illinois alone (excluding-Chicago), during fhe school fiscal years

’ 1969 to 1971, there was anproxlmately 2 48 per cent increase in the
number of learning d1sab111t1es classes in which 33,368 children .

(approxlmately) were serviced (§pe01a1 Educetlon- Handlcanped
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Children's Sectif%, yuly 1, 1969 to June 30, 19705 July 1, 1970

o June 30, 1973 July 1, 1971 t© June 30, } 12).
. Such prolitepstion iy the Ticld of I%arning disabilities is

overvhelming, p2Mtjcularly gince "learning disability as it is -

’

understood tod'a}” iz of relagively recent origin" (Cruickshank, 1972,

"D 380).“ Becaust of the Tapid gI‘O#rth'- of this field in the last
dec-:ade, there .‘ar(? ma 3y reéagons £OT the numerous préblems which exist
today in the _areﬁ‘of leaTnipg di sabivliti.es. This field is seen

" as complex and Gonfuéed' in poth definition and programs. -

the area.of j earning disabiljties has an overabundance of

jterminology. In thé literggurc there are more than forty l_diffen’e/ant
te;-ms which are Ugea 28 %onyxns fo;- the concept of learning disabilities.
Exanples of such terﬂ{s whigyp, essenjti'ally, mean the szime thing ares
central processing dysfﬁ'ﬁction', Shecial learning disorder, perceptually
handicapped, minimal ccrehpal dySfunc;tion. minimal brain damag;c;,

.ncurologically impag redy’ dnd neurdlorically handicapped. 411 of

2

»

thesc. terms have hoa mufh iy common, but what was nceded was one
wérm which had Matj onal Pegognition (Perkins, 1976). Thus, the

Hational Advisofy comitiee on Hongjoapped Children of the U.s.

Office of Educati.on pr'poposed,a definition vhich was used in the

Congressional Dill {;nti‘tlc;d "Phe Learning, Disabilities Act of 1969."
' Phis definition {g 28 fOllgun: |

Ghillrep with gpecial learning disabilitics

exhibit o~ diSopger in one or more of the :
basit pgycholopsgal Procesges involved

in "iep gtanding or in uysing-spoken OT

written zonguage, Thenc ﬁ;roccssesj nay .

be minirested ip disorders of listening,

thithing, telking, rcdding, writing,

spelliny, OF 2pjthmetic, - They include

13



12

conditions which have been referred

to as perceptual handicaps, brain injury,
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia,
developmental aphasia, etc. They do not
include learming problems which are due
primarily to visual, hearing, or motor
handicaps, to mental retardation, emotional
disturbance, or to environmental disadvantage
(National Advisory Committee on Handicapped
‘Children, 1968, p. 14). :

Among experts (Hammill, 1975; Xeogh, 1975; Xirk, 1975;

" McGlannan, 19753 Perkins, 1976) there are considerable differences

of 6pinion on whgt constitﬁ%es a learning disability, what causes

it, and how it is to be_idéntified or treated. Concurrenoe in the

o

- field comes only in the aoceptance of what learning disabilities

are qot. They are not due “"to yisual, hearing or motor handicaps,
to ﬁental retardation, emotional disturbance or to qnviroﬁmental
disédvantage“ (Divogy, 1975,-p.'317).'thi1e trying to define fhe
problem the'definers generﬁll& resort to stateﬁénts of inciusion

ra

and exclusion. The failure to .produce 2a reasonably clear-cut
definition for learning disabilities should be minimized when less

inClusive terms and more refined conoepts czre used {Cxruiokshank,

AN

-

1972, p. 383).

The lack of an explioit definition for learning disabilities

-

‘ has led to diverse ‘state guidelines and jocal school policies in the

jdentification and edﬁcational procedﬁres of the learning disabled
ghild. ‘As a result, the responsib%lity of cducating the learning
disableﬁ child has led to a wide variety of educational programs.
Learning disabilities programs which specifically involve kindergarten

‘ohildren focus on such areas as: (1) specizl measuring devices .

‘used for scrcening (idcntificatiOn); (2) dicgnosing areas of deficit

14
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s(diagnosis); (3) special programming for the learning disabled
ohild (remediation); and {(4) eveluative measures (evaluation).

t
!

Identlflcatlon

A mumber of researchers (Haring & Ridgway, 1967, Hertlage & ’
L@qas; 1973; Hoffman, 1971; Keogh & Smith, 19703 University City
Scheol District, 1970- Walker, 1971¥ Wilborn & Smith, 1974) have
attempted to-identify those ehlldren who\early in their school career
.show signs pf'learnlng dlfflcultles. There have been many different
efferts:ﬁo predict potential learning problems in early school-age;
children. SOme researchers {Keogh, Tchir, & Nindeguth—Behn, 19743
Feshback, Adelmzn, & Fuller, 19743 Uyeda, 1972) based their studies -
on the klndergarten teacher's predictive ability to detect 1earn1ng

1=&b111t1e9 in chlldren. In a recent study, Cowg111 Frledland
. | and Shap1ro (1973) attemnted to determine whether learning dlsabllltles‘.

can be predicted from Llndﬂrgarten teachers! anecdoial reports.
'Thlrty—seven boys diagnosed as learning dlsubleu, were selected for
one group,of:ehbjects and control group was chosen from the same
kindergarten classes. Judges rated the teacher reporrs on these
boys with two types of measures. The two groups differed significantly
on ail scales of-general behavior and in 211 but one of the trait A
categories. The findings of their study imply thétllearning‘disabilities
can be predicted both by the teacher's general impressions about =2
‘child and by'specific trazits which characterize particular behavior,

$till other rescarehcrs (Badian & Serwer, 19753/ Bboh, 19743
Bradley, 19753 Baves, Kendall, & Crichton, 1972, 1974; Planz,

1972; Satz Frlcl, 1972 1974) have rellcd on batteries of test

fredd
~3
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dev1sed specifically for identification of kindergarten childron

.with potential problems. Thonson (1974) reports on a program designed

vfo locate children with learning deficits during their first month
in kindergaeten and’ to initiate iniervention to counteract those
deficits. The initial screening was compriced of an svaluation of |
auditor& memory, visual memory, language comprehension, end visual
motor perception. Those chgldren who demonstrated weaknesses in
several areas went through a second screening which 1nc-uded modified
I“ tests and observation of neurological development At the
A“conclusion of the testing, 18 of the 200 ‘tested were selected for the
program, and 13 others>were designeted as the controls; é;o years
later,.?n » retest of the 200 originelly involved, it was found that ~
the testlng proceduree had been highly successful in predicting

accurately thoae children uho did have learning dlSubllltleS.,

P

o Diaﬁgosis
' 2

Onc tenet of thc learning disahilities movement is thut “lags
e

or def101ts in perceptual- development have freouently been related
to0 school learning problems in the research and writings of nany
concerned'professionals" (Slater, 1971—72, p.'l49). A number of.
programs (Pad&lino, 197la, 1971b; Reece, 196653 Slater, 1971-72;
Union TOWnship‘EO”rd of Education, 1968 Yhave emerged with complete
diagnosis and rcmediation plans for kindergarten children showing
deficiencies in the area of perceptual development.

Klesius (1971) reported on the research of perccptual—motor
development programs and the prograns! ecffect on reading échieﬁemont;

Vo

He selected eleven studies vhich met tle folloWing criteric: minimum

14
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general panacea for 1earn1ng disabilities.

15

sample vize of forty subjects, an exper1menta1 per1od of at least
e1ghteen waeks and a pretest~posttest research deslgn with exper1menta1
and control groups. - The studles were divided into those whlcn suppcrted
ﬁhe hypothesis that perceptuzl-motor development enhanoes reading.
achieveﬁent and those studies which did not sﬁppert this viow.

Klesius cenelﬁded that the hypofhesis can‘neither be confirhed

nor denied on the basis of the studies reviewed;' These fin&ings

seem to indicate that programs which utilize only the perceptual-

motor aporoach to remed1ate deficits can not be assumed to be a

~

Remediation
\ acmetiatl o

Remediation for children with learning problems'has'proven to
. ! < . ' I,

"be a2 forward sfep in meeting the individual needs of children in

specizal learning d1sab111t1es programs. 'However; emphases wi{hin'
the remedlatlon process of learning d1eab111t1es programs are numerous
and varied. For example, in the Golena Park.Public.School Program
(3icGahan, 1967) specizlized equipment and instructional aids are

provided to present the best possible learning situations. The -
. 2

specialized equipment used in this program consists ofs classrooms

equipped with standardized-cqpipment for special education classes,
e.¢., isolation screens and portable booths. The instruotiohal

aids used are matcr1als that lend themselves to a mu1t1-sensory
approach and 2ids that lend themsclves to teaching in depth, such

as form pcrception.boards, educational puzzles,'art and craft haterials,
tracing paper, ond record players, '

fnother attempt to provide appropriate remediation for the

17
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‘leerning'disabled child is illustrated in the Penfield Centrel S<hool
"District -»(Goldstein & Celeman, 1969) - In this"p'roject .an elementary
gu1dance counselor and a ped1atr1c1an were added to the staff of the
pupil pensonnel team of an elementary school, It was. stated that
later certain trends becane evidenf due to these additions to the

schooi'Staffe (1) feachers became sensitized todeariy identification
of studenf preblems; .(2) the pediatnician had 2 valuable contribution
tdwnéve, such as a1d1ng the teacher in the understanding of chzldren*
(3) a full-time e1ementary guidance couns elor helpcd coord1nate
the personnel teem and added to_thevteachen's“sen51t1V1ty of pupil
broblems. P | | |
"The use of groupingtbased on academie“aehievement in kindergarten‘f

'.‘4$ stdll anotherfﬂpbroech used as & remediation teehniaueJ In the School
D1str1ct of Jenn1ngs, M1ssour1 0‘0G1111gan, 1970), i% was hypothes1aed
that grouping ch11dren accord1ng to deve10pmenta1 lag would be beneflclal
to the»subjects in terms of their academ1c.development. "The otudy
suggesto th t tne'practice'of grouping in kindergarten may be beneficial
and presunably 1nstrumenta1 in preventing learn1ng d1sab111t1es,
but it was not wlthout its sbort comlngs" 01001111gan, 1970, p. 22).

~ Although none of the described rened1a1 plans was a cure-all
for every child with 1earning problems, many suggestions regard1ng

<

materials and methods used by teachers working with learning disabled
ehildnen vierc made. "
Evalua tlon
& number of wrogcctu (Barnard, 1970-- Fargo, ‘19685 Jens, 19703

' Makolin, 1972) vith =« COmpleté_progrem of_identifiqation, remediation,



17

and evaluation for kindergarteq children with learning disabilities
have emerged; prever, the measures used to evaluate these projects
are as diverse as fﬁe pngramlkheméelves. |

Some research reports do not include objective measurements to
verify the effectiveness of the identification and remediation
‘procedﬁres used in the programs studied. Por example, a three~

. year program for early identification and remediation of 1earn1ng ’

d1sab111t1es 2t the kindergarten level wes reported by Pada11no (1971)

P

Although graphg 1nd1catrng 1mprovement in deficit areas were presented
: the effectiveness of the program was evnluated by written statements _
of teachers, SUeClallstS, and adm1n1utrators. No ob;ecmﬁve measures
were used, therefore, the revult" of this type of study should be
1nterpreted with czution. |
The Validit& of the results of some studies (Hayes & Dembo,
19705 Kennedy, 1969, Shipe & Kiezitis, _969) is questionable |
: “
becaus c of somple size. An example of such a study is the one focused
upon the Rhode Island Program (Weiner, 1973). A1l entering'kindergartners ,
werc ~creened 1n order to identify than children mhd’dlvnlgyc | ’
developmental learning deleys. Those children who were 1uent1f1ed ot
as high risk Qere placed in a special class. This program consisied
of combining a solid ecarly childhood education program for firet-
_grade readiness with emphasis on special education techniques for
remediating learning disabilities. Statistical analeis of the dato
ehoked thatlsiiiy-two pEr’cent of the childrecn involved movea from .
& high-risk level:for success in kinﬁcrgarten to o low~risk level

for failure in first grade. - It éhould”be noted, however, that the

19




18
semple size wes»cnly ﬁhirteen and‘reliance upon statistical analysis
with toc few subjects can be misleading.
Summary

The problems in rhe field of .learning disabilities stem froﬁ
" the fact that the profession is at o combaratively early Stage in
. American education. "The extruord1nary growth of the field is an
indication thet there was a rcal need for recégn1t1on .of the therapeut1c
prograns for a nunber of ch11dren for whom there was no’ recogn}zcd

place nor help" (Keogh, 1975, p. 323).- In the past decade, serv1ces

~ L

for the learning d1sab1ed Chlld increased in terms of the number of

children served, tbe nunber of profesq1onels enployed and tne number

a

of programs 1mn1emented 1 Those who have been 1nvolved in and are
1
committed to egr]y jdentification and remed1ct1on of the 1earn1ng
disabled ch11c bc11cve that the 1earn1ng disabled ch11d could function
‘at 2 higher levcl if apnrOpr1atc intervention were prov1ded 1n the |
”early years.
" The problems and controversies which have plagued the field

\ . )

should be reduced as time and Opportﬁnity allow professionals in

the field to gathe‘ the necessary Chlld and program information.

In the present study an attempt was mude to contr1bute such. 1nformat1on

‘ r

concerncd with early identification ond remediation of the learning -

disabled ¢hild.

o
s



1{ETHODOLOGY

As statea earlier, the COmplete.Communisstion Developmsnt
Program’ (CCDP) has been in existence for six years. Since the .
bqginhipg of the program, theie has been no analysis of the available
data to evaluate the effectiveness of this iearning disabilities:‘

' prégram. The purpOse of the vresent 1nvestigation was to determine
whether the CCDP was successful in prOV1ding kindergarten children
with les;ning disabilities 2 better :hance at successful school
@chlevement in 1q;er years. -

v

Setting,of the. Study

The geographicul area 1nv01ved in the study w2s a southern suburb
of Chicago. ' The population at the begihning of the progrem (1969)
was 13,200, including 211 r301u1 and religious backgrounds (Complete

Shdll) Lty

Comnunication Deve)qpment ongrum, 1969, p. 12) The sOCioeconomic

‘sfgtus of the popul ~tion in this study consisied of blue—collar horkers
with an average educational lcvel of a high—school-degree earning.
an gnnuul income betwecn »12,000—316 000 (tark, .1976). |

The village is a middle-class residential conmupwty of smr11
homes 2nd low zpartment buildings W1th only = few fuCtorluo- Most
of its working population htvasfound emnloyment outside the villagme

(I1linois: Guide "and Gazetteer.1969, v. 99).

19

Do
s



. | ' 20

Description and Selection of the Sample 2

>The'school district contained a total of five elementary schools,

two public schools and three parOchial‘schools. ‘The sample in this

_study was selected from the total population of students 1n the public

schools that enrolled in k1ndergarten dur1ng the years 1969—1972

3

"and have remained in the school d1str1ct fo” the. four-year period

extending from kindergarten through third grade.

After permission was'granted‘from the State Superintendent

. of Schools for access to student files (Appendix A and Append1x B),

the sample size was dependent on: the number of children screened
at kindergarten who were still inithe district, and ccmpleteness
of the recorded infofmation in the children's cumulative foldefs.'
For this study each L1ndergarten class of children was d1V1ded

into two groups. One group was compr1sed of ch11dren wh6 part1c1pated
in the iearning disabilities program and was cons1dered the experimental
group. The second groun was‘randomly se1ected from those chdldren
vho entered the regular kindergarten and was designated as.the control
group, COmMpara ble in number 4o .the experimental group.

| in average of thirty-two children participated in the learning
dtsabilities vindergarten eech year (Thomas, 1975). The population
of this school district was rather mobile; This mobility.cauSed

2 loss of subjects for_the four-~year follow-up. Approximately 59 per

. cent of the kindergarten population participated in this investigation.

.Description of the POmplete Communication Development Program

The CCUFP was. eotcbl1shed by a school d1str1ct "sp order to

oo
™.
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eliminete [sic/ learning disabilities on the kindergarten level"

- (complete Communication Development Program, 1969, p. 10). The

school district proposed to carry out an efficient learning disabilities
program by including any kindergarten child residing in the school )
district who has a2n I.Q. of 80 or above and exhibitss .

. . . 2 disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in - @
understanding or in using spoken or written
language. These [5rocesse§7 may be manifested
" in disorders of listening, thinking, talking,
reading, writing, spelling or arithmetic.
They include conditions which have been
referred to as perceptual handicaps, brain
" injuryy minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia,
developmental aphasia, etc.. They do not include
learning problems which are due primarily to
visnal, hearing, or motor handicaps, to -
mental retardation, emotional disturbances
or to environmental disadventage (Com lete
. Communication Development Program, 1969, p. 10).

The Complete Cbmmunicatioﬁ Deveibpment Program included:
"1. =& screening pfogram fcr all kindefgarten children.
2. =& cdmpletE diagnostic evaluatioﬁ fof 2ll candidates for the
N learning disabilitieg claserOm;
3. the establishmeh*'lf a learning disébilities classﬁoom :
with a specializgd curriculum geared to the individual chiid's
néeds.
‘ 4, individual thérapy for the children in tpe learning disabilities
classroomn. | _
5. o continuous follow-up (Help-Phase Program) for first erade.

6. vparental and community involvement (Complete Communication

~

Development FProgrom, 1969, p. 10).

G-
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Screening Procedure

| The soreening program bégﬁn in the summer of 1969, approximately
 /two and one-half weeks before the beginning of ‘the school year.
‘;{The parents of 21] children enrolled ih the kindergarten classes
vere informed by letter of a‘pre-scho;1 soreening program orgenized
.;/ .to locate those cﬁildrén who ﬁay“have had a2 possiblé learning problem.
Férty childfen were screened per day by é team’consisting of the
e - project staff, a commuﬁity optometrist, school nurses, and parent
| .Qéluntéers. - ‘ .7 E
The first phase of the screening procedure consisted 6f!£he
foilow{ng five screening stationst Sereening Staf;pn‘l-—Vision-
mmand Hearing Tests; Screening Station 2--Ocular Muscle Development;
Screening station }—Auditory—VoCalﬁLangugge Assessment; Screening
Station 4-—Articﬁ1atioﬁ Test; and Sereening étationMS-Aﬁotor |
Facilitation Test. The screeq?ng instruments used ﬁerex pure N
tone audiomé£ric hearing test (B%ltone audiometer); visual test .
- (titmus vision machine); a medicai ocular skills evaluationg
Ammoﬁé and Anmons Quick Tést; éryngelsoﬁ A?tioulatidh fest (Appendix
F); and Kephart's!&otor Skill Survey Appendix E). Eaéh child
who participated in the preschool screening program rotated from

-

station to station. : ' )

Following the first phase of the screening, the children were
given an oufdoor resess for fiftecen minutes under the supervision
of the parent volunteers. The childfen then cdvanced to the final
screening stotion (6) which was the Warianne Frostig Test of

'Visual Perccption. This tect wes administered to groups of

2
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seven children (Coﬁplete Communication Development FProgram, 1969,

p. 27).

. Diagnostic Pé?cedﬁre, -
During the first.month of the school year, kindefgarten children.
who were identified by the screening measures,as having possiblé |
learning problems receivéa a full battery of diagnostic tesfs admi;istered_
by the project'stafii The following diagnostic measﬁres were‘used:
Otis-ﬁennon Intelligénce Test, Illinois Test of'Psycholinguistic
Abilities (1961), wépman's Sound Discfiminétich Test, and Vinéiand.
Sécial Maturity Scale. ’ The test results were used t6 selecf those
childreh who Wefe éligible for the learning“disébilities progrmﬁ;
these children were then tested by the psychologists. The psychologists

mode the final placement decisions (Complete Comﬁunication Development

!

‘Program, 1969, p. 32).

Organization and Curriculum of the Learning Disabilities Classroom

The psychologists chose the cendidates for the learning disabilities
§iass. By thé sedond month of the school year (lééé) the classroon
wes formed, The learning disebilities classroom provided each child
with a currienlam tazilored to his/her individual learning needs

Complete Communication Development Program, 1969, p. 37).

Phe four-faceted curriculum promoted 2 unique classroom which
rocilitated total class activitiés and small grougESnstruction

structured to the individual child's neceds., After the children

_ participated iy tot~nl class cctivities and lessons, they were divided

into small srounc . rotated from table to table mastering the daily
language ski11-. . . .ch day, thc table activities bhanged in accordance
10 the chiidrén's irowth, The deily lesson plans were flexible to meet

29
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Development Program, 1969, ». 48).
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the needs of the.child asAiis/hef‘skills improved (Qggplete Communication

’

The learning disabilities curriculum consisted of four areas:

ﬁisualihotor Curriculum. Thé purp&;e of the visual-motor curriculum
was to develop visgai-motor expfessiop, visualvréception,;visualﬂ
motor integration and visuel-memory skills. ‘The material used daily
to develop ail areas of:visual perceptipn weret Peabody Language
Development Kit, Level 1, Karianne Frostig Visual Perception, Workbooks

¥, 11, end 111 (Complete Communication Development Progrom, 1969,

p. 37).

Aucitory~vocal Curriculum. The purpose of the ayditory-vocal curriculum

-,

was to develop aunditory reception, auditory-vocal intcgration,

’

vocel expression and aulitory memory skills. The curticulum materials

0y

which emphasized the cuditory-vocal skills weres the deily language

arts worksheets, devised by the auditory-vocal therapist, to reinforce

.

211 areas of ad&itory-voéal developments  the déily use of the

Pezbody Laonguage Developnent Kits, Level 1; Ybeginning phonics units

on speech helpers and auditory discrimination which also were devised

Yy the suditory-voczl therapist (Compléte Communication Development

Proprom, 1969, p. 40).

“Motor =nd Ocular Curriculum. The purnose of the motor enrichment

program wos to develop the child's motor repsonse to himself and

jo s

igs surroundings. On o daily basis the motor ané -ocular therapist
worked with the children in the following skille arecss boly image,

. . -

wondedness and sidednecs, cye=hond coordination, dominance, balance,
. : \
movenents (Completc Conmunicntion Develooment Progran, 1969, ». 43).

20
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The purpose’ of “the ocular program was to develop the child's

ocular muscles to functlon adequately. Chlldren who were in need

of ocular work were seen by the motor and ocular therepfst three tlmes

fper week in small groups. Aotlvitles used were deslgned to develov

‘f;*the oh;ld's ocular skills (Complete Communloatlon Development Program,
2. 1969, P. 45)..

““pSooial Gurrlculum.‘ The purpose of thls ourrlculum was to foster

Y

','-healthy soczal development and tc stress codperation, the need to.

-

share, the productlve use "of materlals, and social behav1or.’vThe

o Peabouy Lan*uage DeVelopment Klt, Level 1 was the mater1al used

'-for the ‘social development area (Ccmplete Communlcatlon Development

“

prog ', 1969, p. 40)
" E Indiv"dual Therapy

'The hlldren Were selected for indiv1dual therapy by a stafflng

,x the teacher, soclal worker, aud1tory—vocal therap1st, visuale
motor theraplst, and‘motor and ocular theraplst. The recommended
children received a minimum of three.1nd1v1dual.therapy lessons per
week each at least one-half hour in duratjon. Bach child had a revolving
time schedule for therapy,' this schedule allev1ated a cont1nual
loss of one portlon of the1r classroom currlculum.

) Therapy con51sted of act:vztles and games whlch were designed
’to develoﬂ and strengthen the chlld‘s learnlng deflclus. ¥hen a
child showed 1mprovement to his age lével, #nother staffing was held
to diScuss his possibtle dlsmlssal from therapy and the selectlon

of another chlld to replace him in the program. This flexnble

gschedile .of 1ntens1f1ed therapy enabled the maJormty of +the chlldren

27 ,
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in the learning disabilities classroom to receive individual therapy

(Compleie Communication Develonnent Program, 1969, p. 51j.

1
r P

’ Help-Phase Program

i Help-Phase program was initiated in the first grade to provide:

(1) individual therapy for the childrem who had been in the learning

)

disabilitics kind;rgarten class and needed centinﬁéd langdage development;

(2) assistance for the first-grade classroom teachers; (2) individual.
therapy and/or teacher assistancé;fqr'childrep who had learning

.

probiems cnd transferred into the school district.

. The auditory-vocal therapist and the visual-motor therapist

Y °

. provided individual Help-Phase therapy sessions twice‘a week for‘_
. - o . N

periods of'nof less than thirty minutes. The number of children scen

. was determined at a staffing.

Phe motor therapist, ocular therapist, and sociul wWorker hud
Help-Phase sessions two days a weekj the number of ohildren secen
vas based upon Optometrlc and psychologJCal referrals (Comglete

Communication Develonment Program, 1969, p. 53)

Parental and Community Involvement

‘e
. s

Parental and community i--rolvement. was an objectiveAbf the'
project. The foilﬁwing procedures vere initiated:
‘ 1. A% three yearly PsT.A. méetings the préjeét'gtan )
presenied discussions of the learning disabiliriés
/ prograr. The Scptembgr mceting waé ah irﬁrc&ugtion
to the program. The mid-year and end-of-the-year

nmu~%'
meetings consistzd of progress reports and dnnonstr@tlonp.

28
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2. ' The project staff organized ~nd trainedvparent voluntecrs
to assist in thes pre-school scrééning program, daily motor

/
and ocular skills instruction, .and special learning

experiences in the first-grade classroom.

Y]
.

The préject staff gave presentations of the program

B

to various civic organizations.

4. The program included community sérviées such.zas

optonetric evaluations..

i

: . . [4
. | 5. All parents of the enrolled kindgrgarten children

[ ‘ in the public and parochial schools were notified and

Lo 1ntroduced to the pre-school screening program (Complete

o\ Communication Devclopment Program, 1969, p. 56).

\“_ ’ In =2ddition to the above cxposure and involvement, parents

s . T BN T ‘-:'lA -~
\ oL wne Cunilaren plCC

\ .
Fiven the f0110w1ng 90001g1 Gttentlon.

+he learning dis
learning dis

2hilities prorram vere

\ 1. Prior to clafs plac emcnt in the le@rnlng dlsabllltles
\ - .

classroom, the ohildren's parents nartlclpated in
s detailcd afternoon scminar which discloscd the -
. objcctiveg nd proccdurcs of the project. The
'
\ seminar conﬂonccd viLh 1nu1v1du 1 purcnt conferences
A projéct staff member discusced .Jhe child's
learning ucf¢ ‘+s -nC eyplained how the curriculum
\ nelped their chilé develop commgpféation iills
néces sary for‘oca dcmlc-lc“rnﬂng.
2. At mid=~yenr rnd the cnu-of-thc-yo »r, individual
’ | ' parent conferenccs were hcl@ to discuss the child's
VQ . ' ) | ‘ '2}) a1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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pregress and the cnild's report card.
3. _The classroom teacher'sent 2 monthly nensietter
informing the‘parents.of the specialized elassroom

activities (Complete Communication Develovment Progrem,

1969, p.57).

Instrumentation

. ‘ : e 4 ! :
The Stanford Achievement Tests were. administered annually at

the end of the academic year. ‘The achievement tests were administered

by the cyassroom teacher to the whole g}oup simultareously. The

: tests viere administered according to the directions in the teét manual

—_—

and SCored by the classroom teachers. The variables tested were

eadlng and mathematlcs echlevement.

&

. :
Reading achievement vas defined as the demonstrated understandlng

printed language ranging in length from single wqrdSvto paragraphs

of several sen‘enccs-and involving levels of comprehension varying .

- from s1mp1e recogn1t1on to the mak1ng of 1nferences. The Stanford

Ach1evcment Tests used in this study J1e1ded a Pomp051te score of

subtests to cvaluate reading achievement. The 1969 and 1970 k1ndergarten‘

groups werc ..casured on this variable by me&ns of the Wordiﬁeaning,

‘Paragraph Meaning, and iord. Study Skills subtests of the Stanford

Achievement Test, Primary II Bottery, Form x, 1965 Ed1t10n. The 1971
and 197? klndcrgﬂrten group° were measured on this varlable by means
of the Vocabulary, Reading Comprchension and Word Study Sklllu
subtests of the Sianford Achicvement Test, Primary LeVel 111, Fonr

-

A, 1972 Rcvision. Roth cditions of the stanford Lchicvement Tests

’

~reported the raw cscorcs in terms.of grade ecquivelents.
Y . - . - .

30°
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iHathematics aohdevement vas defined as the demonstrated.understanding
. of place value,aoperatdonél-terms, measurement, fractions apd the -
.iinterrelationship.of additionland multiplication and tHeir inverses,
_subtrac tion and d3v1s1on.- Here; agein, it is not possible to'isolate
-natnenat1os achievement completelv since mathemat1cs usually involves
/several re1ated-ski11s. nhe Stanford Achievement Test .used in this

'stddy yielded compos1te score of subtests to evaluate mathemat1cs -

ackievement. In the 1969 and 1970 k1nderuarten oh;]dren groups

- were neasured on this Vﬂr1ab1e by the Ar1thmet1c Computatlon and

" Ar1thmet1c Concepts subtests of the S .anford Ach;evement Tests,

'Pr1nary 11 Battery, Form-Y, 1965 Edition. The 1971 and 1972 k1ndergarten
groups Were . measured on th1s var1a§1e by-ﬁeans of thelﬁathemat1cs
Conoepts and hathemat1os Computat1on subtests of the Stanford thlevement
 Test, Prlmarv Level 111, Form A, 197? Rev1qron. Both editiéns of
the Stanford Achlevenent Tests reported the raw scores 1n terms
of gra e'equlvalents1;~ | ‘

| ﬁﬂconversion table in the Stapford'Researoh Report Wo. 5 (1973)
was used to translate grade equivalents on the 1965 Edition of the ‘
Stanford Achiepemént Test.into grade equivalents on the 1972 Edition
- of the Stanford Qchlevemcnt Test.v Eouivelence“of scores froh thé-two
ed1t1ons o; the Nanford »chlevement Pest was determined emp1r1c011y
‘ by, the adﬁ%ni;trat1on of both tests tc groups of1students matched on

'0t1s~Lennon H%ntal Lbility Test Deviation Intell1gencc \uot1cnts

(stanford Research Report No. 5, 1973).

Data Collect1 on

Data on each child were summarized on Form 4 (ippendix C).

31
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An identification number was assigned to each child and was placed

- on the form so as to avoid duplication or omissions of data duryng

13

the" collect;on prOCess. ‘This procedure also assured znonymity for

_all children 1rvolved

Data ﬁxély’sis

N

Thls study was pndertaken in order ‘to determine if there'is

2 slgnlflcant dlfference in the readlng and mathenatlcs achlcvenent
/

at the’ thlrd-grade level of those chlldren who partlc1pated in the

learnlng d1sab111t1es k1ndergarten and that of chlldren who were

in the regular k1ndergarten classrooms. A t-test for 1ndependent

' samples'was-used fo deternine if there 1s‘a 51gn1flcant dlfference

betﬂeén the readlng and mathenutlcs scores earned by the two grouos

of chiidreﬁ on the thlrd-grade,achleveMent tests. The grade

eouivalents (Appeﬁdix“D) from the Stanford Achicvement Tests were

used in the apalysis. An 2 priori significance level of .05 was

established.

Qo
B

T e A



ANALYSIS OF THE DATA s

A jéfést for independent sémples waé uSCd\to test eaéh of
the stated hypothes1s. The cr1t10a1 vaiﬁe of t was det ermlﬁed
for each grouo compurlson on the bu51s of vﬂlues 1nd1cated in a
table that nrov1des the v“lue of the Student t-Distribution (Glass
& Stanley, 1970 De 521) The cr1t1cg1 value of ¥ was establ1shed
a priori at the .05 level of significance..
i Bach of the formulated ﬁynotheseé-will be reétated senaratély
and the analys1s of the data relevant to, each hypothe51s w111 follow.

le At -the’ thlrd-grade level, readlng achlevement scores of
| CCDP. children are not ~1gn1f1cant1y dl};erent from those of chlldren
in the control grouv. A test of the ;1rbt hypotALS1s prov;d d'
the ‘information that is contained in Tab1e~1.
| TABLE 1

IKEANS, ~ STANDARD DmVIATIONS, AND OBSERVED t-VALUES .
IN THE CONPARISON OF HWEAN READING ACHIEVEMENT SCORES——

N TOTAL EXPERIN ENTAL AND CGNTROL GROUPS
Group S A X -~ Standard . Critical " Observed
i Deviation 1 : I
\ . R (.05) ,
Experimental = 75  110.33 23.993 +1.980 -4.,022

Control 15, 127.72 29.368

The results of the analysis of reading scores for the total

experimcnfal ond control groups indicated that the observed t-value

N
33



,9°ntr°1 . . 75 83.33 14.347
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‘of -4 022 exceeded the critical i-value of +1. 980 at thc .05 1eve1

of Significance. This 51gnificant diffcrence nece951tated rejection

of the null hypothesis. The reading scores of those children who

narticipated in the learning disabilities kindergarten vere 51gnificani1y ’

lower than ihose of children who were in reguler kindergarten classrooms.

=

H,t At the third-grade level, the mathématics achievement

scores.cf CCDP children zre not.significantly differentifrom these

of chi]dren in & control grouc. .Results of the test of the second

hypothesws :re contained in Table 2.
TABLE 2
MEANS, bmANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND OBSERVED %-VALUES

IN THE COiPARISON OF MmAN MATHEMATICS SCORES-
TOTAL EXPLRINEUTKL AND CONTROL GROUPS

-

" Group w7 X Standard Crltlcal Observed
' . Deviation i
. : (_05) . :
mxpe*zmenual 75" 13.60 - 13.311 £1.980 1.361

v \

The reﬂults of the- analysig of muthenctics scores for the total

expnrimental and control FTOUDS 1nd1cated that the observed t-value‘

of ~4.361 eyceeded the critical t-value of %1. 980 at the .05 level

xof 51gn1f1cence. This gignificent difference necessitated rejection

e 7

.

. of the nuTl hynothe51s. The nathematics score of those children

who ,erticipatei in the lcarning dlsabllltlcg Pindnrrarten were

significantly lower than those of children who were in rcgular

" kindergertcn classrooms.
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SUMH ARY 4 ,.cem':wsmns; 'AND RECOWMENDATIONS
Summarx‘ |
!9 S f". ‘ The Complete Communication Developmenthrogram was designed'
- 3o “e11m1nate [sic] learnlng disabilities on the kﬂndergarten level®

<

-(Gomplete Communlcat1on Develqpment Program 1969, . 10) ‘The-

ch1ef concern of this 1nVest1gator was to determine whether or not
this attenﬁf at early interveﬁtiOn is working. The 1nVestlgatorV;
4stud1ed the d1fferences over a three-year per1od in the reading

.and mathematics achievement test scores of those chlldren *dent1f1ed '

as havzng a 1earn1ng d1sab111ty and placed in a one«year program

i

from thosc of chlldren remaining in regular classroomb.

The subjects_oi th1s investigation were selected irom the total
populatien of students who enrelled in kindergarten in the scXected
public.school during the’year5'1969—1972, and who hare remained ir
this school district during this’four-yéer'reriod. The data for this
otudy 1ncludcd grade equivalent scores earned on standardizoed th1ra—

grzde achievement tests. The date vere obtained from the.cumulutlve

\~

folders of the 150 students involved in this investigation. 4 t-test .

for independent samples was cnployed in the statisticel una1y51

of the data

o

In des 1gn, thls study was an ex post facto experiment. - In

/

th1s tyve of research the 1nvest1gutor is not able to control or

r

man1pu1ate the 1ndependent variables. &ccord1ng to kerl1nrer (196ﬁ)

]
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education is a fertile'fleld,for.gz‘ggsi_gggtglreSearch, because
" many problems in education do not.lend‘tﬁemselves to experimental
’ inquir&.' While_gzlggstigggtg'research“is>practical in the fielc
_ of educatioh, caution mist be exercised when inferring and concluding
from thls type of inﬁestigation;

Conclusions and Discussion

On tﬁe basis of the findings reported previously, the following
concluslons have been drawnsg (1) &t the third-graoe level the
'read1ng achlevement scores of the chlldren‘who part1c1patcd in the
’learning @isabilities k1ndergarter are significantly different
from the readihg‘achievement scores of -children who Wwere in regular‘
classrooms. This was evxdenced by the results of the analys1s of |
data relevant to the first hypothesis fornulated for th1s study._:

The daie analysls*s l
velue of % (.05). The readlng scores obta1ned by the CCDP ch:le.ren

are 1gn1ficantlJ d1fferednt from those scores obt11ned by the cohtrol-‘
group children.’ Referr1ng to the mean readlng achievement scores

in Table 1, it can be stated that the CCDP ‘children scored s1gn1f1cently
loWer than the control-group ‘children in read1ng ach1cvement.

(2) &t the th1rd—grade level the nathemat1c achlevement scores °
of the children who part1c1pated in the learnlng disabilities kﬂndergarten
are signlflcantly d1fferent from those scores of children who_were'\

n.a regular cla ssroom;. Here, again, this was evidenced b& the
results of the analysis of data relevant to the second hypothesis

forﬁdlated for this stuiﬁ; The data analysis showed the observed 1t ,‘
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of the mathematics scores exceeded the critical value of 1 (.05).

The mafheﬁatics'scores'of CCDP children-are significantly Aifferegtv
from those scores obtu1ned by the control-grouo children. Referring
to the mean mathematlcs scores 1n'Tab1e 2, it can be stated that
| the bCDP chlldren scored s1gn1ficant1y 10Wer than the control—group
ch11dren in mathematics achrsvement
Based on the results of this study the 1nvest1gator must conclude

that the GCDP does fot provide children with possible learning

- problems a better chancs'atvsuscessfui school aéhierémeht in la%er
school ‘years. Thsse results are contrary to the evidence presented
in mumerous reporte of research relating to learning- dlsab111t1es
programs (“aves, Kendall & Crichton, 1972, 19743 Har1ng & R1dgway,
:1967, Jens, 19703 Karnes, 1973; Mekolin, 1971—72~' Padalino,.
'1@71: Préject‘thld, 19723 Project Genesis,?1968; 'Ruﬁin & Balow,

-1971; Slater, 1971=72; Thomson, 1974; Uyeda,s1972; weiner, 1973).
Oéher'research'(Barnard, 1970s Bradley, 1975; Cowgill, Preidland &
Shspiro, 1973;. Fargo, 1968; Hoffman,i1§71; Keogh & Smith, 1970;

Uédillivan, 1970-' Satz & Friel, 1972, 1974) tends to support the

';content1on that early 1nterven€Ton ullev1ates many problems thut
maytbp-1ntractab1e in lstcr years. In view of thc present study,
the 1nvest1gator suggests thdt all parties concerned with the CCDP

Jevaluate ever3 facet of the program: _identifice t1on, d1agnosxs,

\

. and remediation. The purtosc of the program evaluation is not mercly

to dosument or confirm def101anc1es within the program but rather

_Jd’~rov1dc 1nformat1on vhich m1grt be used as the basis to imnlement

-change within the progrum. In the dcs1gn of thc nrogrum, proceuures

) o | « 7 ‘ s | ,}
~ ot N
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for evaluation and change should be ;ncorpqrated'in Qrdei to obtain
and maintain a successful and effective prgventative'learning
disabilitfés prégram. To date, such proéedures have not'been consideféd;

Recommendations

.

In the course of this study, several questions arosc and have

generated suggestions for further reséarch “urther investigation o
&

rega“alng the modification of the uuuntltutlve 1imit used in the

_deflnltlon of learning céisnbilities from 80 I to 90 IG or above mlght

»

be advisable. Tohnson and Hyklebust considered an I of 90 or above_
.to be an adequa te auantitative limit. In some of their gﬁudies'they

included the 80 to 90 I group in the learning disability population, and
‘.

have found that success with this group has been more limitéd becausé; though

moderate, 2 dcgrnc of mental rctardat*on is pre ent (Johnson & Myklcbust,

1367 1)
267 Yo 0]

e

’
The‘findingé of‘this’study’sugéest fﬁe need for examinatibn

of the scfecning procedures the sehool district is using to identify.

children who may hove learning problcms.‘ The screenihg measures

ﬁsed in thic investigetion were biagced in the area of visual-motor

development., Every child is 2 unique.ihdividual'with varying rates

of psychomofor,.qognitive, and affective learning ﬁatterns Oiardell &

Goldenters, 1972, p. 58). Furtber inves tigafion of new screening'

tools that encompass the rult1—d1mcns1ona1 learning putternﬂ of

‘children is advisable in the propess 6f=ideﬁtify@ng children‘with

/' N
lezrning probléms. )

__While this study wngs limifcd to two variables of reading and
mathematics achievement, the 1nvc,tar tor: squest° the 1nvcat1ght~on

)
&
v




3T ‘
_Of-fhé effects of early interventiahxpn.hon;iptel;éctual fucﬁqrs.
'Hopgfuily,~¢hildren'wou1d manifest bghéviora1~§hanges that are not
‘measured by ordinary acﬁie&ehenﬁltes?sQ ,Afe there changes ;n a

é%ndent:s attitndes; attehtion‘Spans,'self¢concepts. tnd self-
expegtations because of his/her clgséifioétiqn in a particularigroup?
,Tovwhat extenf.are motivétidnal_facfofs influenbéd by the

learning disabilities claséroorr_i? o

There is also a need for further inveétigatidh-ﬁf'the f;iationship

e

- of the sex varlable te learnlng Flsabllltles ahd +o academmc aohlevement.”~"

It nlght be profltable to 1nst1+ute COmparatlve studies of +he

academic achlevement and non—1nte11ectual factors of boys and g1rls
attend1ng classes segregated hy sex, and boys and g1rls in mlxed
. classgs. ;
The findings of'thié study also suggest the géed for establishing_
_anﬁﬁulyevaluative neesufes; -This systematﬂc evaluation would allevxate |
nroblems 1nherent in studles 1ncorporating a longer time perlod
such as ratgs of teacher and studept attrlthn, incomplete student
’records;'and:outdafed and/or ineffééfiVe screening‘and.diagnostié
pfocedures. | ~
A survey shouli Ye conducted. to determiie whether or no; thez
prograﬁ'io successfuliin'COmmunicétiné its objecﬁives and proceéures
to the parents ofachlldren involved in the learning dlsab111tlcs
kindergarten. Uere thc purents of ch11dren W1th learning d:.sab11n1cw

made aware of services, agencies, and institutions that could be

of help "ta them?
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Concluding Remarks

Many scspols throﬁghoﬁf the country have made attempts £o
. locate and to educate the learning disabled child. It musf be
| remembered,-hbweves, that éhe'field of leasning disabilities is
* burdened with consfadicatfohs; Paradoxicaily learning.disabilities
:ﬁrprograms that are successful in. sne school are 1nadeqnate in. others.
'Therefore, it is 1mperative for school adm1n~strators and teachers
to cons1der the needs, expectat1ons, and env1ronments of their own
spe01 ic schools when educating the learnlng d1sabled chzld

| Although no def1n1t1ve solut1ons to the problems 1nvolv1ng
the education of the 1earn1ng disabled child resulted from thls
study, the 1nvest1gﬂtor felt that some pert1nent questions have been

ra1sed for further consideration and tiat some assumptlons regardlng

the CCDP are not tene ble.

=
N
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. . . LPFLNDIX 4 -

APril 22, 1976 -
§

Dr. Joseph Mt Cronin :

Stale Superintendent of tducaticn
I1linois O%fice of Zducction

100 Horth First Street
Springfield, Illinois 62777

- a2
Dear Dr. Cronin:

I should like to request release of irformation from student
records of this District for the purpese of completing a
resgarcn projcct on the validaty of a proaram in existenée
for the past gix vears. (See enclosure.) The study would
be done by two students working on jtheir Mastcers Degree

‘thescs at St. Zavimr College and lortheastern University.

No student or parert would be able to be identified in the

research study -- cnly information concerning the effective-

tud
ness or the progran.

Should {urther information be necessary I shall be heppy to

comply,
Yours truly o -
3 -
-t , .7
‘.',.’ —-/ ‘\ -"¢ - - o
o Ja Lo Ven t2 ~5

Milton Gecige
1

MG:nd

Encl.

e = v do— . . -

e . e -

[ S
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_ . : _
The Compléte Zommunicetion Development ?rdgr“m QOUL)
has been in exiéi&nceafor~six years., Lo research . nos boeon
dons on the progrem to determine if CCDP is un effective
progran for remediation of le:x rnﬂnr provlemns This.studv
will evaluate the effectiveness, of the lezrning dig: bl‘lulcu
Curriculum and CJFLy 1nterventlon of cullove with 1e¢“n¢ng
problems. Also, it wi;l present & suwoamary of the date,
specifying the pe \f rmance norms for children in ‘this
district. : . : v ;
One of the best arguments Tor early intervention is
thzt it should elininete wany problemé thzt may te
intractable in later yecrs, thus reducing the ne ceszity 10v
placement in sp.cial clusses or for special scrvices,
The_uCﬂP attenpts to bec a preventive program for many
children who appezr to need :zpecial educstion. TIdcally
this learning disabled child will Tunction at & nigher
level than would te possible without e;r1y~intgrvention.
This study will clarify 1f tnis intervention endewvor

is working. : . = -

Saﬂ() (ON\_LE Ry AN/

Sandra Corrigun’\

U
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May 12, 1476

B ~ Ms. .Szadra Corrigan
T and Gail F. Gilber% £
et c/o Milton George
e _ Superintendent
o Caluzet Public Schools
B District. 132
o Calumet Park, Illinois 60643 .

o "~ Dear Ms. Corrigan and Gilbert:

. Your reguest for pernission to be-gr hntocAacceus to school student
2 records at Calumet school district for the purjposes of rescaxch,
statistical reporting and/o; plannlng .is hercby approved.

. . ‘o

f ) Please be advised that'.eny inforwation .obtained from such records

pust be maintained #n strictest conridence In duditzon, any
reports released as a result of your project must not contain any
inforrmation which would permit the identificaticn of any student
or ‘pargnt. For additional information, please <ind enclosed the
< Illinois School Studeat Records Act and the State Board of Education's

‘ Regulatlons on Studcnt RLcords.
If you have any questions or wish further inforrmation, please feel
free to contact'my office.
Sincerely, N\
g /7
: Vel 391 7
(:;/’r Jcse:h M. Cronin :
4 State Superintendent of Education
L 4
Enclosure .
cc: Milrton George
b /
’ . o
.'-—""’”‘- ‘;-;;;:—::‘:1.;‘. ..f.‘:'_;.‘.\r..‘;‘..;._; Ly S T >. . 42
\)"l . ’ z
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rtes date: . date:
nons & Ammonse J_LTSI:L \‘.J‘ICJI . .I'TP"} Cl .
- ' T25T: 10 -

y@gélson Articulations

SCOR=:

ITPL:

nee—— ’
phart!s lotor Sxill: 10 vig rec
. PLA vis men
- aud rec s0d ase
' vis rec aud  men
vis men i vis asc ~
rianne Frostig aud asc is clo :
" zud nem " vert e .
- vis asc gram cl
vis clo man exp ’
; verb ex ~
§ — . ] L
grom cl
man. exp_-
re tone zudiomeiric: liepman' = Discrin.: oo
. ' : |
\ . i
sual test: ' Vineland Social Iiziturity: ;
o o
- ’\
/ \
KTIDERGARTSY FIRET GR/DT SICOID GRADT TAIRD GRLDE
teacher J tcncher: tcacher: ' tcacher:
AlVE: NATR: LA, ' HALZ:
: "
ate: date: datos ] dcte:
. o T .
read math read meth read  moth i rcad  math
rs ' ' rs rs . i re
e e 1
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se ss s cs i S&, e
0 e - -
% 7 Ped 7
. - l
_ .
45 ,
= P
ERIC - *




o | " APPENDIX D
R P CONTROL GROUP
o _ | . , " vam ,
 GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

o

xl' x : x_ x o x x
70 4900 73 5329 100 10000
| .19 241 TT - 5929 . 93 8649
e e T2e - 5184 - A8 2304 T3 5329
| ‘L 5041 86 7396 . 94 - 8836
. .- .7.104 10816 - 89 7921 . 62 ' 3844
| '90 8100 111 - 12321 8 6561
86 . 7396 89 - 7921 82 . 6724
5. . 2601 . 99 . 9801 - 82 6724
T100 10201 - 84 17056 90 8100
85 - 7225 88 1144 83 6889
72 5184 63 -3969 2 5184
84 - 7056 103 10609 88 71744
93. 8649 104 10816 - 63 . 3969
78-'- 6084 - . 104 10816 © 101 10201
i01 10201 56 336 . TS5 5625
75 5625 106 11236 81 6561
100 10000 73 5329. 91 8281
82 6724 . 106 . 11236 94 ' 8836
K& 5929 83 - "6889 100 10000
. 88 44 0 5041 81 6561
76 5716 86 - 739 85 7225
66 4356 © T 5041 102 10404
60 13600 . T2 5184 90- ° 8100
108 11664 | . -2 | 3844. . 85 7225
92 ' 8464 ' 62 3844 75 5625
48

44 o




x ..
96 9216+
94 8836 .
195 38025
137 18769
117. 13689
106 11236
125 15625
136 18496
143 20449
126 15876
124 15376
92 8464
158 - 24964
110 12100
133 17689
103 10609
111 12321
106 11236
87 7569
106 ‘11236
143 20445
90 8100
'146 21316
137 18769
129 16641

APPENDIX D
CONTROL GROUP

"READING

X X
195 - 38025
111 12321
144 20736
126 15876
105 11025
163 26569
115 13225
145  21025-
171 29241 °
T2 " 5184
96 9216
120 14400
149 22201
94 8836
161 25921
124 15376
113 12769
133 17689
102 . 10404
124 = 15376
83 6889
138 19044
161 25921
143 ~50449
146 21316

{

' GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

-

X : X
119 14161
<T6 5775
106 11236
154 . 23716
117 13689
" 105 11025
12 12544
107 11449
114 12996
117 13689
164 26896
174 30276

- 69 4761
196 38416
153 23409
174 30276
147 -~ 21609
147 21603
135 18225
151 22801
101 10201
176 30976
82 6724
151 - 22801
148 21904



APPENDIX D
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
| MATH o
GRADS EQUIVALENT SCORES

2 - ) L2

X ) X . X X | ‘x I
"84 7056 7 5929 48 2304
81 6561 57 3249 52 3844

66 4356 — - 70 - 4900 - 84 - 7056
- 57 3249 62 3844 98 9604
69 - 4761 - 79 6241 . 63 3969
69 4761 70 4900 85 7225
109 11881 90 8100 61 . 3721
87 7569 85 7225 2 6724
80 6400 103 10609 - ://38 6084
73 5329 71 5041 .72 5184
46 " 2116 . 83 6889 11 5929
94 88 36-‘ : 49 2401 - 87 1569
7 5929 67 4489 . 62 3844
871 7569 . 69 - 4761 1 5929
10 '4900 83 6889 12 5184
82 6724 9 8836 T3 5329
81 .. 6561 86 7396 - 64 - 4096
7 5041 ° 74 5476 68 4624

7 5041 57. 3249 64 4096
63 3969 .41 2209 72 5184
13 5329 . 68 4624 104 10816
72 5184 57 3249 63 3969

89 7921 76 5776 73 5329 -
83 6889 60 3600 51 2601
66 4356 86 7396 60 3600

48 -

46




s, - 9’3

22

120 14400
91 - 8281
156 24336
132 7 17424
8649

98 . 9604
99 9801
125 15625
99 9801
145 21025

125 15625 -,

88 1744
140 19600
75 5625
176 30976
97 9409
73 5329
93 8649
103"~ 10609
120 14400
128 16384
89 7921
123 15129
85 7225
135 18225

" APPENDIX D

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

READING
GRADE BQUIVALENT SCORES

% x
141 19881
103 10609

88 7744
118 13924
81 - 6561
120 14400
82 - 6724
133 | 17689
80 6400
145 21025
101 10201
127 . | 16129
111 - 12321
128 16384
.95 9025
142 . 20164
67 4489
129 16641

- 107 11449
65 4225
136 18496
107 - 11449
126 15876
89 - 1921
86 7396
49

47

x xz‘
98 9604
110 12100
103 V_ 10609
82 6724
115 13225
146 21904
11 T 5929 .,
82 6724
.90 8100
107 11449
89 1921
. 100 10000
146 21316
136 18496
151 22801
113 12769
146 21316
100 10000
107 11449
123 15129
115 13225
130 .- 16990
98 9604
14 12996
80 §400



APPENDIX E

o

MOTOR FACILITATION .

SURVEY
| + Keys _
Name . 3=good -
ane 2=average
Score l=poor .
- O=cannot perform
1st Test 2nd Test
1. ____ Left ond Right 1. Left and Right
2." ____Body Imere 2. Body Image
3..____ . Imitation of Movement 3.-_____ Imitation of liovement
4. ____ Kraus - Weber 4. _ ‘Kraus —3Meber
5.'_;;___.Angelsfin;ggngnow 5e Angels-in-the~Snow.
6. . Balance Board 6. Balance Boord
‘1. -____ Right Foot 1. Right Foot
8. _____ Left Foot 8. Left Foot
9. ;;____Running 9. Running
10, __ - Jumping 10. Jumping
- 11, __ __ Hopping 11. Hopping
12. . Skipping 12. _ Skipping
13.._____ Ball Bouncing 13. _____ Boll Bouncing
4. General Coordination ) 14.

U

o0

48

General Coordination

Hotes This test was
developed by the schoel

" district.



APPENDIX F o . '

f .-
: SPEECH CORRECTJION REPORT
- - ‘ ' . Date

Name . School
‘Sex 'Agé - Grade Teacher
 Parent's Nome - Address )
“ ' Phoﬂ;

Pl

Key: Substitutions are marked with souhdisubstifued;
distorted sound = dist; Ommissions = -3 additions = -

" 1. sun bicycle bus | I. Other sound
5 . deviations noted:
. -spoon star squirrel '
3. zipper scigsors hose
4. thumb toothbrush teecth | 2. Intelligibility
5. 1hree feather wreath . of connected speech:

6. record car-ot car X
7. yellow house white 3. Veice:s
trec ice greem ‘ézpm .' uality:
8. lemb ballon ball _ Loudness:
9. airplane glock glasses ‘Pitchs
10. jeck-in-box mogician orange .
11, chair matghes woheh’ ‘4. Fluency:
12. sghoc floghlight fish - 5. Rate:

13. kite chicken snake

14.. gont tipger pig

Oral examination
15. - forkk clephant knife _ ‘
- Lip mobility

Tongue mobility

16. vocoum cleoner envelope stove N
e Teeth

Soft Talate
Hord Polate

Prnrent Contact Nascl anomalies
Remorks
Date- . By Rémarks
& . Diags
Correct:

.Nojg: This test oz developed
Yy the school district. 5:1

49
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